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ABSTRACT

PEYTON BRITT SMITH: De Mal en Peor: The Framing of Felipe Calderon’s “War on
Drugs” in the United States and Mexican Print Media.
(Under the direction of Kate Centellas)

This work was written to explore the print media’s portrayal of the Mexican
war on drugs started by Felipe Calderon in 2006. In order to do this, I looked at both

Mexican and U.S. print media sources to compare coverage and to ascertain the
frames that the media employs when covering the drug war. I analyzed national
newspapers in both countries and also analyzed coverage of specific events in pairs
of U.S. and Mexican city, namely Tijuana and San Diego, and Ciudad Juarez and El
Paso. In my analysis frames of “war” were used repeatedly and national biases were
seen on both sides. I conclude by arguing that the print media has amplified and
exacerbated the “war” discourse that is used when discussing the problem of drug
trafficking and organized crime. This frame used by the print media could in turn
have serious implications for all kinds of policy dealing with Mexico such as
immigration policy, drug policy, and border security policy because it is seen as a
threat to the state. I use political theory to demonstrate how the war on drugs could
be seen as a threat to the state. Because of this policy responses could be more
militarized and more emphasis on security may be thought necessary because of the
framing of this discourse.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Both media and policy makers in the United States have portrayed
Mexico as a state with unchecked violence that could possibly spill over the border.
One of the most mentioned incidents was the murder of Arizona rancher Robert
Krentz in March of 2010 which sparked furor among legislators including Arizona
governor Jan Brewer and Arizona senator John McCain. Citing the murder as
evidence, they called for tighter border security because of the violence they saw
spilling over from Mexico into the United States. In addition to spillover it has been
argued that Mexico is on the verge ofa breakdown. The publication Stratfor argued
in 2008 that with the rate of violence Mexico was experiencing, it was well on its
way to becoming a failed state. In September of 2010, Secretary of State Hilary
Clinton compared the violence in Mexico to the insurgency in Colombia. Policy
makers and pundits have given the impression of an unchecked flow of drugs and
immigrants coming across the border. The print media has been complicit in
spreading and promoting these messages. In the following pages | will attempt to
understand how the print media has reported and amplified this impression since
the development of Mexican president Felipe Calderén’s drug war. In order to do
this I will analyze newspapers’ coverage in both the United States and Mexico of the
drug war in Mexico. I will use media theory to examine how newspapers have

constructed a nationalistic view of the war on drugs through agenda setting, threat

legitimation, and framing. | will then look at what implications this portrayal has for

immigration policy and drug policy in the United States.
The perception of the violence in Mexico could have implications beyond
the borders of Mexico. More specifically, it could have serious implications for policy

in the United States in the areas of immigration and drug policy. There are several
reasons for this. The first being the most obvious: that Mexico borders the United
States. Secondly, Mexican immigrants make up 31% of the immigrant population in
the United States according to the Center for Immigration Studies, and are therefore
will have a significant influence and say on any change in immigration policy.
Thirdly, in the arena of drug policy, as the United States has shifted its attention
away from Colombia, Mexico has become more important in the fight against drugs
as evidenced by the $1.4 billion aid plan begun by President Bush named the Mérida
Initiative. As violence and insecurity increase along the border, especially as the
public perceives the increase, policy makers will be under more pressure to protect
and secure the border. In the spring of 2010, Congress passed a $600 million border
security bill to send more troops and border officials. Parts ofa border fence have
been constructed and a push to complete more of the fence is still underway. One
impetus for these measures, along with several others, could be the increased
portrayal of Mexico by the U.S. print media as a violence-ridden state that threatens
the security of the United States.
In this paper, I will argue that because of the frames employed by the U.S.

media, the drug related violence in Mexico has increasingly been seen as a threat to
the United States and therefore has caused grave damage to the image and

perception of both Mexico and Mexican immigrants. In order to support my
argument, I will compare articles from the pre-Calderén era (2001-2006) to the
post-Calderon era (2007-2010) in order to measure how coverage has changed. In
my analysis | will include newspapers from different regions of the United States

including the New York Times and the The Washington Post. | use these two papers
for several reasons. Both have national readerships, especially the New York Times.
Because of this, they have more general coverage that will appeal to a wider
audience, in contrast to say the Wall Street Journal, which has a financial emphasis. |

use the New York Times because it has long been considered “newspaper of record”
in the United States and will have extensive coverage of most major issues.! I use the
Washington Post because it is located in the nation’s capital, the center of policy
making and debate. In addition to those two flagship newspapers of the United
States, I will also look at two major newspapers of Mexico, El Norte and El Universal.
I will use articles from these Mexican papers to further draw a contrast between the
two countries, which will highlight the frames that the print media in the United
States employs. After examining national newspapers in both countries, | will turn
to more regional newspapers. I will look at newspapers from different pairings of
cities from the United States and Mexico including the E/ Paso Times of El Paso,

Texas and the El Mexicano of Ciudad Juarez, and the San Diego Union-Tribune of San
Diego and the Sol de Tijuana of Tijuana. The reasoning for including these pairings is

two-fold. One, the northern border of Mexico is where most of the cartel-related
activity is occurring and are therefore more directly affected by this activity. Two,
1 "The New York Times," Encyclopzedia Britannica. Encyclopedia Britannica Online, Encyclopedia
Britannica, 2011. Web. 10 April 2011.

by comparing a newspaper from cities of close proximity in the United States and
Mexico, we can better contrast the differences of portrayals of the same incidents
giving us a better basis of comparison.
Before I begin, however, | would like to clarify my usage of the main term in
question: War on Drugs. The phrase “war on drugs” has been used in various
contexts, such as the U.S.’s war on drugs that has been going on since the Reagan
years, and | will use it in that context when noted. However, for the purposes of this

paper, “war on drugs” specifically refers to the Mexico President Felipe Calderén’s
war on drugs begun in 2006. Also, I would like to mention that throughout the paper
I use the terms “war on drugs,” “drug war,” “fight against organized crime,” “fight
against drug trafficking,” “fight against drug cartels,” and other variations. Unless
otherwise noted, all these terms and phrases refer to the same thing: the war begun

by Felipe Calderén in 2006.

Chapter 2: “War on Drugs” in Mexico

What is clear is that there is a large amount of violence related to drug
trafficking. What is not clear is how a state, its population and its leaders view the
struggle against drug trafficking. I will argue that this struggle is viewed through a

nationalistic lens on both the American and Mexican side of the border, and that the
naming of the struggle as a ‘war’ is significant in coming to this understanding. The

print media is integral in the creation of this war discourse, and plays a significant
role in portraying the war on drugs as a threat to the state. Because of this
understanding, the motivations and rhetoric surrounding the war on drugs become
much clearer. I will first give a broad overview of the Mexico’s role in the drug trade,
and then give a brief history of Calderén’s war on drugs. I will then argue, using
Benedict Anderson’s theory of “imagine communities,” that the print media has

helped to create a shared consciousness among its readers. This shared
consciousness serves to shape and guide a national discourse about the war on
drugs. I will also assert that discourse created by the print media has helped amplify
the perception that the war on drugs in Mexico is a threat to the state, both the U.S.
and Mexican state. By using political theory to define what a state is, I will show how

the war on drugs can be perceived as a threat to that state.

Mexico’s role in drug trafficking and Calderon’s “War on Drugs”
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Since the 1990s, drug trafficking has increasingly become a major problem

for Mexico. Because Mexico is located on the border of the largest drug-consuming
nation in the world, the United States, many drugs are trafficked through Mexico en

route to the United States. This has been true for years as Colombian cartels used
Mexico and the Caribbean as transit points to the United States. The Caribbean was

2 “Mexico drug gang's rescue foiled,” BBC News, 19 April 2009, Web.

the preferred method of transit for Colombian cartels for much of the 20th century.
However, as the United States increased enforcement in Caribbean island nations,

drugs were increasingly trafficked through Mexico. More and more, the Mexican
cartels were trusted with distribution of larger shipments of cocaine, thus
enhancing their knowledge of the inner workings of the drug trade. Mexico offered
distinct advantages for the trafficking of drugs, among which are its proximity to,
and long border with, the United States. With the Colombian crackdown on
Colombian cartels aided by the United States in the 1990s and in Plan Colombia in
the 2000s, drug trafficking power was shifted to Mexico. As Mexico grew in
importance in the trafficking of drugs, so did the drug cartels’ power. Mexico was
not only a transit point now, but also the center of control for the drug trade. The fall
of the Colombian cartels’ power coincided with the emergence of the Mexican
cartels during the 1980s and 90s.
Mexico has struggled mightily with this emergence of drug cartel power.
Mexican cartels began to fight among each other for control of territory at major
transit points such as Tijuana, Nuevo Laredo and Ciudad Juarez. During the
presidency of Vicente Fox, troops were sent to combat cartel violence but made little
headway. Drug trafficking and cartel power only increased. However, with the
election of President Felipe Calderén in 2006, the fight against drugs and drugtrafficking organizations escalated tremendously. Immediately upon taking the
office of president, in December of 2006 Calder6én declared war on the drug cartels.

3 Tony Panyan. 2006, "The Drug War and the U.S.-Mexico Border: The State of Affairs," South Atlantic
Quarterly 105, no. 4: 863-880.
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Responding to the violence gripping his country, in one of the first actions of his

then young presidency, Calder6n sent 6,500 troops to Michoacan, his home state, to
curb the drug violence. Since then, Calderon has been unwavering in his
commitment to fighting the cartels saying that there is “no alternative” to a war
against the cartels and sending more troops to various states and cities.+ Over

45,000 Mexican troops are now being used in war against the cartels.> The violence
has escalated accordingly. According to the Mexican government, the number
deaths due to drug-related violence from when Calderon took power in 2006 to the
end of 2010 is 34,612.° Around 90% of the fatalities are suspected to be drug
traffickers.” This amount of violence is obviously problematic for Mexico and the
United States in and of itself. However, the U.S. print media has aided in constructing
a “war” narrative about this violence that has framed the violence in Mexico, and by
relation Mexico itself, as a threat to the United States.

“Imagined Communities” and the Print Media
Many scholars have discussed nationalism since the advent of the nationstate, each with his or her own emphasis. Weber emphasized the “emotional
foundations” and “joint memories” that go beyond cultural, linguistic or ethnic ties.
Because a nation and its citizenry experience the same history together, it is brought

4 Stephan Sackur. "'No Alternative’ to Mexico's Drug War - Says Calderon," BBC News - Home.
5 Tomas Kellner and Francesco Pipitone, "Inside Mexico's Drug War," World Policy Journal 27.1
(2010): 29-37.
6 Presidencia de México,"Gobierno Federal | Presidencia De La Republica | México | Vocerfa De
Seguridad," <http://www.presidencia.gob.mx/?7DNA=119>.
7 Julian Miglierini, “Crunching Number in Mexico’s drug conflict”, BBC.co.uk, 14 January 2011.
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together. It is these joint memories and emotional foundations that constitute a
national consciousness and create a sense of nationalism.® Ernest Gellner proposed
a more modern and critical understanding of nationalism in his book Nations and
Nationalism. He argues that nationalism emerged through the industrialization of
modern society, and that nationalism in a purely agrarian society would not be
possible. Nationalism was needed in modern industrial society because of the
different division of labor and social mobility. With the state creating mass
education and standardizing the language, nationalism helps create a “mobile
anonymous society simulating a closed cozy community.”? This understanding, with
its emphasis on communication and its role in creating a sense of community is

similar to the understanding proposed by Benedict Anderson. Through the use of a
shared and mutually intelligible language, a person can experience and know the
same things as any other person in that nation creating a sense of national unity.
In 1983, Benedict Anderson proposed a definition of nation in his highly
influential book Imagined Communities. In this book Anderson argues that the
nation is “an imagined political community - and imagined as both inherently

limited and sovereign.”!° He explains that a nation is imagined because very few of
the nation’s members will ever have face-to-face contact but they will still feel
themselves part of something that binds all members together. Anderson points out

8 Max Weber, Economy and Society: An outline of Interpretive Sociology, Berkley, CA: University of
California Press, 1978. Print.
9 Ernest, Gellner, Nations and Nationalism, Ithaca: Cornell UP, 1983, Print.

10 Benedict Anderson, Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism,
London: Verso, 1983, Print, 6.
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that Gellner makes a similar point about the creation ofa nation and nationalism.
Gellner says that “Nationalism is not the awakening of nations to self-consciousness:
it invents nations where they do not exist.” 14 Anderson also adheres to the notion
that a nation is limited because it has a certain finite delineation. He says that a

nation is sovereign because a nation feels is has its right to self-determination and to
be free. While these facets of the definition are important and interesting, it is in the
explanation of the nation as a community that Anderson explains why a sense of
nationalism is important in our understanding of the war on drugs:
Regardless of the actual inequality and exploitations that may prevail in each,
the nation is always conceived as a deep, horizontal comradeship. Ultimately
it this fraternity that makes is possible, over the past two centuries, for so
many millions of people, not so much to kill, as willingly to die for such
limited imaginings.!4
Because of the shared community feeling among a nation, the members are willing
to undergo sacrifices such as patrolling a border or fighting against drug cartels.
Though imaginary, this link is manifested in concrete actions. Both Mexico and the
United States are affected by the sense of nationalism. As the Mexican media sees
the drug cartels’ rise in power as a threat to the Mexican state, then nationalist
sentiments will surely be aroused to protect the state. With a declaration of war the
stakes are high, making the response correspondingly large. The war as seen from
the United States also elicits nationalist sentiment. In sending more troops to secure

11 [bid, 6
12 Ibid, 7
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the border, the United States is asserting territorial sovereignty of the nation.

Anderson explains that “dying for ones country assumes a moral grandeur.”!3
Perhaps most interesting in Anderson’s theory, and one that shows the role
of the print media in creating nationalistic sentiment, is the idea of print capitalism.
The idea of print capitalism is very similar the Gellner’s theory that communication
among the people who never see each other in person helps to create a sense of
community and camaraderie. Anderson, like Gellner, focuses on the role that

industrialization had in creating a national consciousness. Industrialization played a
large role in creating a national consciousness because, according to Anderson, as
the printed word became more widely available, a new linguistic stratus was

created. This linguistic stratus found itself below Latin but above spoken vernacular.
Because of this, people who spoke different vernaculars of the same language could
engage in the same conversation being held nationwide by printed media. What this

enabled was the creation ofa national consciousness in which any person that was
educated to the point of being able to understand the printed media, would be able
be a part of the imagined community.!* The rise of mass education also plays a large
role in this development as it helped all people within a nation have access to the
official conversation, that is, what was being printed in the media.
Through this sense of national unity and consciousness created by the print
media, citizens are engaged in the same discussion and are exposed to the same
frames. For example,
as the p print media formulates a narrative about a “war on
p

13 Ibid, 144
14 “Imagined communities”
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drugs” in Mexico, the entire readership is exposed to that narrative simultaneously.
Because of this, the readership uses the same “war” frame to understand the war on
drugs. As we analyze the conversation the print media has created about the war on
drugs in Mexico, we can see how the war could be seen as a threat to the United

States. In the following I will explain how the national discourse about the war on
drugs could be seen as a threat to state, whether it be the United States or Mexico.

Challenges to the State
First, it will be helpful to establish a definition of what is a state in order to
explain how the drug cartels’ power might seem to be a threat to the states of

Mexico and the United States. To begin, during the Enlightenment, thinkers (such as
Hobbes, Locke, and Rousseau) portrayed the state “as the result a social contract or
bargain and a tool for achieving compromise and even the greater good within a
given polity.”!5 With this definition, the state exists to facilitate relations among the
members of the state with the end goal of society being better off. It does not
address how a state confronts challenges to the social contract. One of the most
celebrated definitions of state that will be useful in our discussion comes from Max
Weber. A state according to Weber is a “human community that (successfully)
claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force within a given territory”
in order to maintain social order.!¢ In other words, the state is the entity by which
order is maintained though legitimized violence. Violence outside the centralized,
1S David A. Shirk. 2008, "Violence, Security and the State in the U.S.-Mexican Border
Context," Conference Papers -- International Studies Association 1.
16 Max Weber, Politics as a Vocation, Fortress, 1965, Print, 26.
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identifiable authority is considered illegitimate and the state must be the one that
exercises this authority. Also, the definition set forth by Weber tends to emphasize
the territoriality of states and the delineation of the state.
In the context of the drug war in Mexico, this Weberian definition is a

pertinent one that may help us understand the nature of drug war and one of the
reasons it is being called a “war.” Drug cartels are continually challenging the
Mexican state’s monopoly on the use of force. The violent power of Mexican drug
cartels in some regions, especially along the border with the United State, has
become as powerful, if not more so, than that of the Mexican state. There are

numerous examples of drug cartels exercising control over the political process by
assassinating political actors. One of the most salient examples of this is the murder
on June 28, 2010 of Rodolfo Torre Cantu, a gubernatorial candidate in the state of
Tamaulipas, who made increasing security one of his main platforms during his
campaign. Members of an armed gang killed Cantt as he was heading to one of the
last campaign events. In reaction to this, and other instances of political violence,

Calderon remarked, “This was an act not only against a candidate of a political party
but against democratic institutions, and it requires a united and firm response from
all those who work for democracy.”!” It is apparent from this remark that Calderén
recognizes the threat that the drug cartels pose to Mexico. One possible explanation
of how Calderon sees the drug cartels’ threat is that Calderén believes action must
be taken by the state in order to regain power over the drug cartels. Calderén may
believe he is facing a legitimate threat to the monopoly of the use of power, that is, a
17 Marc Lacey, “Mexican Candidate for Governor is Assassinated,” New York Times, 28 June 2010.
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legitimate threat to the state. Weber’s definition of state is helpful in understanding
why Calderoén’s fight against the drug cartels is called and understood as a war on
drugs.

The Weberian definition also helps in explaining how the drug war is seen In
the United States. As mentioned earlier, the Weberian model of the state emphasizes

clearly demarcated and rigid borders that distinguish between states. While borders
are becoming more fluid with increased movement of people and goods across them,
one of the main concerns in the United States about the drug war in Mexico is the
chance of spillover violence in border cities in the Unites States. Lawmakers in the
ng
United States have shown concern over the threat and existence of violence spilli

over the border. Democratic representative Loretta Sanchez from California said,
“Well, it certainly has always been a problem at the border, but in the last couple of
decades, it's gotten even worse. Now we see some spillover, just a little bit, coming

into the United States.”18 While spillover violence is close to nonexistent, there is
still a credible threat that violence in Mexico could perforate the border into the
United States. David Shirk describes the importance of the border and a nation’s
need to protect it in the following paragraph:

A state’s efforts to establish its domain and secure itself from unwanted
intrusion —through the use or threat of violence to defend its borders— are
clearly among its core functions, and critical to state power and sovereignty.
Indeed, while a state’s sovereignty may be diminished without crossing its
borders, its borders cannot be violated without challenging its monopoly on

coercive force and, therefore, its sovereignty. In terms of preserving the

integrity of the state, borders are often viewed as the epidermal layer that
contains and protects the nucleus (the capital) and vital components
March 2009.
18 “Violent Spillover from Mexico is Focus of House Hearing,” CNN.com, 12
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(productive centers) of the state, and delineates the boundaries of national
identity that establish the greater concept of the “nation-state.”
With spillover violence, a state’s sovereignty and control over its territory would be
challenged. As mentioned above, a nation’s borders “cannot be violated without

challenging its monopoly on coercive force, and therefore, its sovereignty.’!9 No
longer would there be the clear distinction of two states with one state’s problems
confined to that state. In this situation, drug-related violence, which is confined

largely to Mexico, would no longer be limited to Mexico, thus requiring a response
from the United States. The imagery of the border as an epidermal layer by David
Shirk in the preceding paragraph is also symbolically significant in understanding
why it is thought the border must be strengthened to keep out unwanted
ingressions. The border is seen as a wall of defense against unwanted ingressions.

The imagery of an invasion is particularly compelling and not only as it relates to
drug-related violence. One could easily draw connections between unwanted
invaders between drug-related violence, and the immigrants that are coming across
the border into the United States. As immigrants cross the border, they are
permeating the “epidermal layer”. In this example any agent that is violating this
protective layer could be seen as an invader. Be it drug-related violence, or
immigrants, an invader must be kept outside the border to staunch challenges to
sovereignty.

The border has indeed become a hot button issue in politics in the United

States and the symbolic view of the border as a protective layer is prevalent.

19Shirk, “Violence, Security, and State,” 7.
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Governor Rick Perry of Texas has emphasized that the border and the border patrol
are “our first line of defense against the growing drug-related violence that is
tearing apart northern Mexico.”2° Emphasis on border security is not limited to
rhetoric, however, with both Presidents Bush and Obama placing great importance
on securing the border. In 2006, President Bush sent 6,000 national guardsmen to

the border for a two-year commitment. In March of this year, President Obama
signed an order to request 1,200 additional National Guard troops and 500 million
dollars to secure the border.2! It is apparent that securing the border is a top
priority for the leader and people of the United States. In order to protect itself from
a perceived threat of “invasion,” the United States is willing to incur great costs and
sacrifices of men and money. These costs are born because an invasion of any kind is
a challenge to sovereignty and the integrity of the state. The symbolic nature of the
border as a layer of defense is integral to understanding how the border is

addressed and “invaders” are seen as an enemy in the war on drugs.

Declaration of War

The phrase “war on drugs” in itself is an important signifier for an accurate

understanding of the current U.S. and Mexican counter-drug policies. The meaning
of “War on drugs” has evolved over the past few decades. One of the first usages of
the term was by President Nixon. However, the usage of war on drugs by Nixon
20 Office of the Governor of Texas, “Gov. Perry: Border Sheriffs are Our First Line of Defense,” August
10, 2010.
21 Michael D. Shear and Spencer S. Hsu, “President Obama to Send More National Guard Troops to US-

Mexico Border,” Washington Post, 26 May 2010.
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referred to something entirely different than what is commonly understood today.
Nixon was referring to a non-militarized approach mainly focused on domestic
enforcement. Nixon’s approach meant that the war on drugs was a war against
domestic consumption, and was an effort to lessen the consumption. This
understanding has evolved since then with the United States playing a more
significant role in the war on drugs in other countries. With the Reagan presidency,
the war on drug was expanded beyond U.S. borders. While Nancy Reagan began her
campaign to “Just say no”, President Reagan declared illicit drugs a national security
threat. After this, President H.W. Bush started the Andean Initiative that had as its
main focus “to empower Latin American military and police forces to carry out
counterdrug initiatives.’22 Since then, United States policy has focused on the supply
side of drug production by cutting off the supply and production of drugs with the
goal of allowing fewer drugs to enter into the United States. The logic is that by

cutting off the supply and increasing interdiction and enforcement, it will increase
the costs to bring the drugs to market. This would in turn increase the price the
consumer paid in the United States making using drugs a less attractive option.
Regardless of the efficacy (or inefficacy) of this method, the war on drugs has been
seen by the United States as a problem in foreign countries. The best way to address
the problem, so the reasoning goes, is to help foreign nations that are the centers of
drug production.
Recently, in a shift from previous administrations’ stance, it may be

22 Coletta A. Youngers and Eileen Rosin,"The U.S. ‘War on Drugs’: Its Impact in Latin America and the
Caribbean," In Drugs and Democracy in Latin America: The Impact Of U.S. Policy. Boulder: Lynne
Rienner Publishers, 2004, 1-13.
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argued that the United States has begun to recognize the part its demand plays in
drug trafficking. In March of 2009, Secretary of State Hilary Clinton recognized that,
“Our insatiable demand for illegal drugs fuels the drug trade.”22 However, much
more emphasis (money) has been placed on fighting production and trafficking in
foreign countries. One possible explanation of this emphasis is that on the American
side, drug trafficking is viewed as an invading enemy that must be kept outside of
American borders. One of the best examples of this viewpoint is the multi-billion
dollar aid package to Colombia, or Plan Colombia. The United States focused on
eradicating the coca plant and on providing Colombia security assistance in the form
of arms and personnel. While the United States’ spending on drug control within in
the United States has steadily increased, Plan Colombia was one of the first major
foreign aid programs for interdiction and eradication.24 The United States was
willing to commit upwards of six billion dollars in assistance to a foreign country to
combat drug trafficking. This way, the United States could cut the drugs off at the
source and not allow them to enter the United States. What this demonstrates is a

tendency for the United States to blame foreign countries for problems within its
own territory. In eradicating drugs at the source of production, the United States
seems to be focusing on keeping out an “invading” substance from another country.
The United States policy was again focusing on intervention in foreign states as the

most effective way to fight the war on drugs.
In Mexico, too, the United States has continued to fund security and

23 Mary Beth Sheridan, “Clinton: U.S. Dug Policies Failed, Fueled Mexico’s Drug War,” Washington Post,
26 March 2009.
24 “National Drug Control Strategy: 2000 annual report,” Office of National Drug Control Policy, 2000.
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interdiction efforts much more than efforts to address structural deficiencies in
Mexico such as judicial reform, efforts to adequately train lawyers and streamlining
information systems. While Mexico might not necessarily agree to such intervention
due to nationalist sentiment, Mexico has acceded to receive military help such as
helicopters and training. Therefore, it is not unreasonable to believe that Mexico

would accept non-military aid. By giving Mexico mainly military aid, the United
States is again shifting focus away from the underlying causes and aggravating
factors of the war on drugs. While it is generally agreed, even by the United States
government, that one of the main problems in prosecuting the war on drugs is an

ineffectual and corrupt criminal justice system, the focus is still on security
objectives.

In 2007, President George W. Bush, signed a $1.4 billion aid package with
Mexico called the Mérida Initiative. Billed as by USAID as “a new strategy for
regional security cooperation between Mexico and the United States, contributing to
our bi-national efforts to combat organized crime,” the Mérida Initiative still vastly
favors military and security approaches over non-military efforts.25 According to the
Congressional Research Service the funding of the Mérida Initiative is divided up
into three different categories: 1. Counternarcotics, Counterterrorism, and Border

Security; 2. Public Security and Law Enforcement; and 3. Institution Building and the
Rule of Law. About 82% of the money will be spent on the first two categories. The
money spent in the first two categories would be spent on the following items: two
CASA 235 maritime patrol planes, five Bell 412 EP Helicopters, three UH-60 Black

25 USAID, “Country Profile: Mexico,” Last updated September 9, 2010
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Hawk Transfer Helicopters, ion scanners, gamma ray scanners, and x-ray vans,

bullet-proof vests and canine training. The funds that remain will be delegated to
the last category and will mainly be spent on improving technological infrastructure
to enhance communication capacity as well as providing training in areas court
management and witness protection among others. This funding will be spread
among agencies such as the Mexican Attorney General’s Office and Mexico’s

Secretariat of Health.2° As can clearly be seen with the amount of money spent on
each area, more emphasis is being put on military and security efforts, especially in
other countries, demonstrating an understanding in the United States that the drug
problem is rooted in foreign countries and that a militarized approach is the most
effective approach.
The term “war on drugs” as it is understood today, is significant because of
the term “war”, the key signifier. William N. Elwood argues that the term “war” is a
condensation symbol used to help the population ofa nation understand complex
issues by allowing the audience to apply the term as they see fit.2”7 The term “war” is
a powerful term that immediately invokes feelings of nationalism, implies a

commitment of resources by an entire state, and often times conveys a
confrontation between good and evil. The paradigm of good versus evil is prevalent
in other modern day wars, namely the war on terror. President George W. Bush
repeatedly emphasized that the war on terror was a war on evil. He even went so far

26 U.S Congressional Research Service, “Mérida Initiative for Mexico and Central America: Funding
and Policy Issues (R40135, June 1, 2009)” by Clare Ribando Seelke and June S. Beittel.
27 William N Elwood, Rhetoric in the War on Drugs: the Triumphs and Tragedies of Public Relations,
Westport, CT: Praeger, 1994, Print.
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as to say that America “will rid the world of evildoers.”28 In this declaration, Bush is
pitting the “good” forces of the United States against the “evil” forces of terror. What
comes of this is a stark contrast between forces which helps consolidate the “good”
against the “evil”. Several scholars have documented this framing of the war.
Christina Smith and George Dionisopoulos assert about the U.S. invasion of Iraq in
2003 that “A major element of President Bush’s rhetorical justification for
employing military force was to frame ‘Operation Iraqi Freedom’ through the
Manichean dichotomy of good versus evil which had been previously established for
the American ‘War on Terror’2? Peter Lieberman goes further and describes the
relationship between Bush’s portrayal of the invasion of Iraq and public support. He
argues that because the invasion was portrayed as a moral war against an “evil”
regime, there was more public support.?°
The war on drugs has also been drawn into the war on terror. The history of
aid to Colombia is testament to this. In 2002, the U.S. ambassador to Colombia said
“The U.S. strategy is to give the Colombian government the tools to combat
terrorism and narcotrafficking, two struggles that have become one. To fight against
narcotrafficking and terrorism, it is necessary to attack all links of the chain
simultaneously.”31 This was a major change in United States’ aid policy to Colombia.

28 Louise Richardson, What Terrorists Want: Understanding the Enemy, Containing the Threat. New
York: Random House, 2006, Print, 11.

29 Christina M. Smith, and George N. Dionisopoulos, 2008, "The Abu Ghraib Images: “Breaks” ina
Dichotomous Frame," Western Journal of Communication 72, no. 3: 308-328.
30 Peter Liberman. 2006, "An Eye for an Eye: Public Support for War Against
Evildoers." International Organization 60, no. 3: 687-722. Business Source Complete,
EBSCOhost (accessed December 3, 2010).
31 U.S. Embassy Bogota, "Discurso de la Embajadora Anne W. Patterson ante Fedegan," Bogota, 22
November 2002.
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Before September 11, the United States placed strict limits on the use of the aid

given to Colombia. The United States refused to fund Colombia’s counterinsurgency
efforts, and the helicopters and arms given to Colombia could only be used in
counternarcotic missions. However, after September 11, the United States largely

eliminated the barrier between counterinsurgency and counternarcotics aid. The
Colombian government was sanctioned by the United States to use the arms and
equipment for the combined mission of counterinsurgency and counternarcotics.?2
Thus, the United States’ war on terror and its war on drugs were officially combined.
From this point on, counterterrorism has played a role in the counterdrug
fight of the United States. In addition to Colombia, the war on drugs has been mixed
with the war on terror in Mexico. As described earlier in the parts of the Mérida
Initiative, part of the funding was broken down into a category called
“Counternarcotics, Counterterrorism, and Border Security.” That these items are

juxtaposed is significant. In combining these three terms into one category, it shows
the U.S. government’s view that counternarcotics, counterterrorism, and border
security are all linked and that the same strategies could combat all three. Mission
creep becomes apparent and the wars on terror and drugs are dangerously mixed.
Because terrorism is inherently an attack on the state, mixing the fight against drugs
and the fight against terrorism implies that drug trafficking is also an attack on the
state. Terrorism challenges the state’s monopoly of violence and combining the war

32 Adam Isacson. 2003, "Washington's 'New War' in Columbia: The War on Drugs Meets the War on
Terror,"NACLA Report on the Americas 36, no. 5: 13. Academic Search Premier, EBSCOhost (accessed
December 3, 2010).
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on drugs in the war on terrorism also indicates that drug trafficking is a challenge to
the state.

The juxtaposition of these terms could also cause the media and the public to
relate terrorism and drug trafficking. In fact, a news story on foxnews.com goes even
further by drawing a connection among drug trafficking, terrorism and immigrants:
“Security experts say the push by illegal immigrants to try to fit in also could be the
realization of what officials have feared for years: Latin American drug cartels are
helping jihadist groups bring terrorists across the Mexican border.”?3 This rhetoric
aids in the creation of a narrative in which terrorism and drug trafficking are
fundamentally linked. In turn, the war on drugs assumes the same dynamic that the
war on terror does: that it is a war against an evil enemy. Who this enemy might be
is intentionally ambiguous and is exacerbated by claims that Mexican immigrants
are smuggling drugs across the U.S.-Mexico border. Suddenly, it is unclear whether
the enemy is the drugs, the drug cartels, or even the immigrants who have been said

to aid in drug trafficking.
In declaring war against drug trafficking, drug trafficking is labeled as an evil
enemy while the forces of good must eliminate them. Again, the enemy is undefined,
but what is important is that an enemy has been created and the forces of good are
committed to destroying that enemy. Because of this it becomes harder to consider
alternative options. In the case of the drug war, the United States and Mexico might
be better served to address the underlying causes of drug trafficking and drug use,

33 Jana Winter, “Feds Issue Terror Watch for the Texas/Mexico Border,” Foxnews.com, 26 May 2010.

26

instead of trying to eliminate the “evil enemy.” In this way, much of the collateral
damage caused by the “war” might be mitigated. As it is, both the United States and
Mexico have identified drug trafficking as the enemy and thus have consolidated and
rallied their respective nations against the enemy.
Labeling the struggle against drug trafficking as a war is significant in other
ways as well. By labeling it a war, it no longer is a problem that is localized or
limited in scope, but it becomes a problem that requires a comprehensive, national
response by a state. War implies a sacrifice by the members of the state, especially
in civil liberties. A state can more easily justify civil liberty violations and evade due
process during war times. It also implies a certain pattern in which there are
“soldiers and enemies, attacks and defenses, progressive victories, and ultimate

victory that vanquishes the enemy.”4 Elwood goes on to say that “To impose the
definition of a war pattern on ‘the drug problem’ proffers a new and bellicose

perspective to inform our thoughts, discourse, and experience regarding the issue of
illegal drugs.”35
Moisés Nafm in an article in Foreign Policy recognizes the danger of labeling
the battles against social problems as “war.” He contends that the war metaphor is
used because “wars unite countries and stifle internal dissent.” In addition to this,
the war metaphor is attractive because real wars are “finite” and helpful leading to

34 “Rhetoric”

35 Ibid
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an “open checkbook.” Metaphors have always been useful for politicians because
they evoke strong emotional responses in the audience and because it offers a frame
to understand the issue.%’ In short, labeling responses to social problems as “wars”
is useful to help frame issues and create a certain public perspective of an issue.
The viewpoint of the war on drugs is important. The United States has been
engaged in the war on drugs for several decades and has funded the war on drugs in

Latin America. It has been just now in the 2000s that Mexico has started to play a
major role in the fight, and it is equally as important to understand the Mexican
viewpoint of the war on drugs. In understanding this viewpoint, it will be helpful to
mention the bilateral relationship between Mexico and the United States. This
relationship has always been tense. One of the main reasons was the MexicanAmerican war from 1846-1848 in which the United States gained large tracts of
territory from Mexico. Mexicans refer to this war as “Intervencién Estadounidense
en México”, or United States Intervention in Mexico. For that reason, Mexico looks at

any possible intrusion on its sovereignty with an acute skepticism. Despite this
source of tension, the United States and Mexico have an inseparable link because of
the more than 2,000 mile-long border, cultural and familial ties due to immigration,
and thriving trade relationship. Perhaps the most important relationship between
the two countries is the last one, the economic relationship. Since the advent of the
North American Free Trade Agreement the two nations have been inextricably

36 Naim Moisés, 2010, "Mixed Metaphors." Foreign Policy no. 178: 1. Academic Search Premier,
EBSCOhost(accessed November 23, 2010).
37 Gerald M. Edelman, Politics as symbolic action: Mass arousal and quiescence, New York: Academic
Press, 1971.
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linked. In terms of total trade, the United States is Mexico’s largest partner, and
Mexico is the United States’ third largest trading partner. The United States is also
the largest source of foreign direct investment for Mexico.?8 It is clear that Mexico
and the United States are economically interdependent.
However, Mexico still strongly asserts its sovereignty. One piece of evidence of
this can be found in the agreement on the Mérida Initiative. In contrast to Plan
Colombia, Mexico would not allow American personnel on the ground in Mexico. An
editorial in El Universal, a Mexican daily, sums up the issue of the Mérida Initiative
for many Mexicans:

Both [the United States and Mexico] will have to be careful. We Mexicans will
have to make clear that this new chapter should begin with the premise that
collaboration is not submission. It doesn’t mean repeating but knowing the
history: in WWII general Lazaro Cardenas, at the front of the defense, didn’t let

American troops enter into Baja California; in the Cold War the satellite
tracking station installed in Guaymas was run by Mexicans. The help is
welcome, but the boots aren’t.3?

This editorial clearly shows Mexico’s concern for having United States troops on
Mexican soil, which would be an incursion on its sovereignty. In addition to
stipulations in the Mérida Initiative, Mexico has also asserted its sovereignty over
the democratic process within the country. Mexico has also historically refused to
38 Congressional Research Service, “U.S.-Mexico Economic Relations: Trends, Issues, and Implications”
M. Angeles Villarreal, Specialist in International Trade and Finance, 31 March 2010.

39 “Atencién al Plan México,” El Universal, 23 October 2007.
Ambos tendremos que ser cuidadosos. Los mexicanos habremos de dejar claro que en este nuevo
capitulo debe partirse de la premisa de que colaboracién no es sumisi6n. No se trata de repetir sino
de conocer la historia: en la Segunda Guerra Mundial el general Lazaro Cardenas, al frente de la
defensa, no dejé ingresar tropas estadounidenses a Baja California; en la guerra fria la estacion de
rastreo de satélites instalada en Guaymas fue manejada por mexicanos. Bienvenida la ayuda, pero no
las botas.
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allow outside observers to monitor elections, emphasizing a Mexican solution to
problems of Mexican democracy.‘ During the Salinas administration in the 1990s,
Mexico fought against the recommendations of the United States and the OAS for
outside observers to oversee the election process. Much of the refusal to allow
outside observers was due to the PRI’s control over the government and its refusal
to hold fair and free elections. However, Mexico today still feels a strong sense of
sovereignty and nationalism and is quick to assert those feelings. This observation is
interesting in light of Mexico’s acceptance of United States drug policy and aid.
Despite the strong feelings of sovereignty mentioned above, Mexico has
adopted and welcomed the militaristic approach of the United States in their
country. With Calderén’s declaration of war, the focus of the counter-drug effort has
focused on providing security. To be sure, drug-related violence has wreaked havoc
in Mexico, causing over 28,000 deaths. One interpretation is that in Mexico, drug
trafficking could be viewed as an existential threat that has challenged the control
the Mexican government has over certain parts of the country. One way to combat
this challenge, the Mexican government has found, has been to declare war on the
drug cartels. There are advantages to this approach: consolidation of power by
Calderon and the appearance of concrete action. There are also: the loss of human
life and increase in human rights abuses by a militarized society. But, irrespective of
the advantages and drawbacks of such a militaristic approach, the declaration of
war in itself is significant as outlined previously.

40 Jorge, Chabat, 1991, "Mexico's foreign policy in 1990: Electoral sovereignty and integration with
the United States," Journal of Interamerican Studies & World Affairs 33, no. 4: 1.
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The previous discussion provides an explanation as to why a state would
respond militarily to a force that it sees as a threat. It also helps to explain why
individuals within the state would be willing to sacrifice themselves and lay
themselves on the line, as well as why Calderén would stake his presidency on the
war on drugs. It tells us why military men would be willing to sacrifice their lives to
fight the drug cartels and why there are volunteers called the Minutemen who are
willing to patrol the border with no pay. The term “war” invokes a feeling of
nationalism within a population with the understanding that war requires great
sacrifice. Nationalism is critical term in the understanding of the war on drugs.

Conclusions

An understanding of the war on drugs through the lens of nationalism helps
us recognize several things. First, the labeling of the fight against drug trafficking as
a war is significant because it provokes nationalistic responses from both Mexico
and the United States. This nationalistic response emphasizes a militarized response
and a good versus evil fight. All this is problematic in developing reasonable policy
to end drug trafficking, but it does help us in understanding why certain policies are
pursued. For example, it helps explain the increase in National Guard troops at the
border and why Calderon has sent thousands of troops to several states in Mexico.
The United States sees drug trafficking as an invading enemy and Mexico sees drug
trafficking as a challenge to the state. The framing of “war” is meaningful because it
implies a national response and a national consciousness to the problem. This
national consciousness that is inherently linked to nationalistic sentiments is
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further propagated by the national media of both countries. It is the media's role in
creating public sentiment and directing national discourse that I will examine in the

next chapter.
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Chapter 3: The Media’s Role: The Creation and Control of a National Discourse

| have discussed the possible implications of labeling the fight against drug

trafficking and drug cartels as a “war” in the previous chapter. I also examined how

the print media is integral in creating an “imagined community’ among people who
never come in contact with one another which in turn creates a sense of shared
consciousness that is integral in the establishment of nationalism. My argument is
incomplete, however, without examining the role the print media has in the
theory is a
dissemination and production of coverage about the war on drugs. Media
ce in both
vast subject and many books have been written about the media’s influen
discuss how the
public opinion and in public policy. In this chapter, however, I will
at how the media sets
media plays an important role in three ways. First, I will look
the role the media has
the agenda for the national discourse. Then, | will talk about

the media has used
in legitimizing threats. Lastly, I will discuss framing and how
short chapter will not be an
various “frames” to create a “war” narrative. While this
these three issues we can
ing
discuss
in
theory,
media
of
gation
investi
ive
exhaust
the public and policy makers and
better understand the nationalistic tendencies of
a national discourse about the
how the media has been complicit in constructing
war on drugs.
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Agenda setting
The media is significant in creating a national discourse about certain issues
or topics. In selecting certain news stories or leaving out others, the media decides
which issues should come to the forefront. In essence, the media sets the agenda
hence the term “agenda setting.” The role in affecting public opinion about policies
and issues has been examined by media theory scholars and one of the realizations
that scholars have come to is “political issues must become salient before they can
be the object of attitudes, whether favorable or unfavorable.”*! Salience is the
principal factor in this definition and one that has great effect on how the public
sees and issue or problem. It is impossible to form an opinion on a subject if one is
not conscious of the existence of the subject. For this reason, the media’s role is
fundamental in the creation of a discourse about a certain issue.

Agenda setting is not only useful, though, as a base tool to start a
conversation, but it is also a tool to guide and direct the conversation. One useful
definition of agenda setting comes from Dietram A. Scheufele and David Tewksbury.
They describe agenda setting as “the idea that there is a strong correlation between
the emphasis that mass media place on certain issues (e.g., based on relative
placement or amount of coverage) and the importance attributed to these issues by
mass audiences.”*2 If there is a correlation between amount of coverage and the

importance attributed to the issue by the audience, then the media has some control
41 Erbring Lutz, Edie N. Goldenberg, and Arthur H. Miller, 1980.,“Front-page News and Real-World

Cues: A New Look at Agenda Setting by the Media,” America Journal of Political Science 24, no. 1: 16-

49,
42 Dietram A. Scheufele and David Tewksbury, 2006, “Framing, Agenda Setting, and Priming: The
Evolution of Three Media Effects Models,” Journal of Communication 57, 9-20.
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over how important issues become in the public consciousness. By increasing or
decreasing the coverage of an issue, the press can increase and decrease the
perceived importance of that issue. Charles Green in the article “The Role of the
Media in Shaping Public Policy” recognizes this power. He says of the media that:
Our power, and it is a great one, is basically the power to put an issue on the
public agenda. We are not the sole possessors of that power. But even when
we do not initiate the discussion of an item on the public agenda, our
decisions as to the reporting of that item can greatly shape its direction,
amplifying or diminishing its importance.”
Green admits that the media does not have the power to effect changes or create
policy, but it does have the power to construct a national discourse about a problem
or issue, which is in itself an important consideration. Not only this, but it can
highlight certain aspects of stories in order to guide the discussion.
There is a reason why the media is such an influential entity in the formation
of a national discourse and scholars have pointed out the importance of
constructing this national discourse and the power the media has. There area
couple factors to consider in understanding why the media has a large role in
guiding the discourse. First, when discussing politics, the media is important in
shaping a dialogue because “the world of politics is almost entirely beyond the reach
of our direct experience.”44For example, in discussing a bill that is being debated on
Capitol Hill, an article can choose to highlight several factors that are relatively
minor in the entirety of the bill. While the issue highlighted in a newspaper article
may not be the main issue of a bill, by pointing out a minor issue, the debate is
43 Charles Green, "The Role of the Media in Shaping Public Policy," The Media & the Public. Ed. Casey
Ripley. New York: H.W. Wilson, 1994, 60-70. Print.

44 “Front-Page News”
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altered. Secondly, the same is true of the public’s experience of foreign events
because “In the absence of direct personal contact, individuals’ images of the actors
and events on the international scene will be heavily, and unavoidably, media

dependent.”*5 Beyond the population along the border and near major border cities
such as Ciudad Juarez and Tijuana, the U.S. population as a whole has very little
contact with the border and the violence that is occurring there. To get a picture of
that violence, we rely mainly on the picture given to us by the media. Very few of us
will see or experience the events on the border. Because of this, the media controls
much of what we do see and here about the situation. The media and the public
perception of an issue are inextricably linked and are even more connected in issues
of politics or foreign affairs than local issues with which the public has direct contact.
The war on drugs falls neatly into both foreign affairs and politics thereby creating a
strong link between the media’s coverage of the war on drugs and the public
perception of the war on drugs. Because the public does not have direct contact with
the war on drugs in Mexico, the way the war on drugs is perceived is largely created
by the national media and therefore creates the imagined community posited by
Anderson. This national consciousness aids the media in creating nationalistic
constructions of the war on drugs.
The common thread throughout this scholarship is that the media exert an
influence on the public consciousness of issues by deciding which issues to cover
and how much coverage to give them. Based on Scheufele’s and Tewksbury’s

45 Robert B. Albritton and Jarol B. Manheim, “Changing National Images: International Public
Relations and Media Agenda Setting,” The American Political Science Review 78, no. 3: 641-657.
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definition of agenda setting, the amount of coverage influences the relative
importance of the issue. From this, one could extrapolate that as an issue gets more

coverage from the media, the more the issue is considered important by the
audience. In studying the war on drugs, it is clear that the coverage has increased
greatly, therefore it would stand to reason that the war on drugs has become a much
more important issue in the public consciousness. The manner of which the public is
receiving this information and what opinions they are forming based on this
information is the subject of the following pages.
Threat Legitimation
The second role of the media that I would like to discuss is the issue of threat
legitimation. Adam Lusk of Temple University argues that threats “require

legitimation because they are ‘social facts’ and not objective truths or subjective
perceptions” and that “threat legitimation occurs in the public discourse through
rhetoric.”46 James Chesebro and Dale Bertelsen argue that media has become “a site
on which various social groups, institutions, and ideologies struggle over the
definition and construction of social reality.”*7 In light of this, Lusk argues, “threat is
no different, where political and social actors advance arguments, reach audiences,
and receive feedback through the media.”*8 In other words, threat is a social

construct that is made and legitimized through the media. Because media has such

46 Adam Lusk, 2007. "Arguing Security: The Role of the Media Environment for Threat
Legitimation."Conference Papers -- American Political Science Association 1-44.
47 James W. Chesebro and Dale A. Bertelsen, Analyzing Media: Communicative Technologies as
Symbolic and Cognitive Sytems, New York: Guillford, 1996, as quoted in “Arguing Security.”
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an effect through agenda setting and the decision of what

to publish, threats are

often only known through the media, especially as it relates to foreign threats. Lusk
looks at two examples of threat legitimation, namely Nazi Germany and Soviet
Russia. In both of these cases, the media played a large role in relating and
consolidating the perception of the threat the two countries could pose to the United
States. Lusk asserts that media outlets served as a conduit for policy makers to
legitimate the threats.4? Because of the American public’s limited contact to foreign
and therefore abstract threats, the media plays a major role in how the threat is
portrayed, or if it is portrayed at all.
Agenda setting is clearly related to threat legitimation. When a newspaper

publishes a story on the threat of spillover violence from Mexico, for example, it is
engaging in two practices. First, it is establishing the issue in the minds of the
readers. Second, it is legitimizing the threat of spillover violence. Without an article
explaining this prospect, a person that does not live on a border town might not
ever now that spillover violence is a legitimate prospect. Even those that live in a
border town may not know, or even considered, that spillover could be a legitimate
possibility due to the still low crime rates in border towns.°° Therefore, by
publishing a story that legitimates the threat of spillover violence, the media is
helping to construct a “social reality.” The media does not solely create this
legitimation (politicians and others play a large role), rather the media serves to
amplify and consolidate the threat.
49 Ibid

50 Randal C. Archibold, “In Border Violence, Perception Is Greater Than Crime Statistics,” New York
Times 20 June 2010.
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Framing

When a media outlet decides to cover a story or an issue, it immediately has

to decide what to cover about that story. It decides to include or leave out certain
aspects ofa story. It decides to highlight or play down other aspects. This decision
making process is called “framing”. Media theory says that framing can affect how
the audience feels about the issue and it helps the audience to construct a coherent
narrative.°! Framing finds its roots in a book by Erving Goffman named Frame
Analysis. In this book, Goffman assumes that individuals are incapable of fully
understanding the events of the world around them and therefore employ certain
“frames” in order to organize events and occurrences into meaningful information.°2
Beyond being seen solely as a way to organize information, it has been posited that
“the aspects highlighted in a news story (i.e., the frames that are present in the
story) will activate certain thoughts or feelings in readers’ minds and make them
more likely to react in a somewhat predictable manner.”53 Knowing that the frames
used in a news story could provoke certain thoughts, journalists and media outlets
could very easily use frames in order to portray the information in a certain way so
as to create a bias in the reader. Dietram Scheufele, however, does not think that

framing is a strategy used by journalists to convey a bias or to deceive their
audiences. Rather, Scheufele feels that frames are “invaluable tools for presenting
51 Dietram A. Sheufele, and David Tewksbury, 2007, "Framing, Agenda Setting, and Priming: The
Evolution of Three Media Effects Models," Journal of Communication 57, no. 1: 9-20. Academic Search
Premier, EBSCOhost (accessed February 22, 2011).
52 Erving Goffman, Frame Analysis: an Essay on the Organization of Experience, Cambridge, MA:
Harvard UP, 1974. Print.
°3Tsung-Jen Shih, Rosalyna Wijaya, and Dominique Brossard, "Media Coverage of Public Health
Epidemics: Linking Framing and Issue Attention Cycle Toward an Integrated Theory of Print News
Coverage of Epidemics," Mass Communication and Society 11 (2008): 141-60.
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relatively complex issues, such as stem cell research, efficiently and in a way that
makes them accessible to lay audiences because they play to existing cognitive
schemas.”®4 In other words, media outlets use frames to consolidate and streamline
information about a complex issue, not to bias it in one way or another. Whether the
framing of Mexico’s fight against the drug cartels as a “war” is intentional or not, the
next chapter will provide evidence as to how the issue is being written about and
therefore being perceived by the reader.
The coverage of war on drugs is a prime example of framing and how
framing can affect the way an issue is perceived. “War” and “security” are two
frames that are used in many articles about the fight against drug trafficking. First,

through the use of the “war” frame, a newspaper is better able to report on
happenings that have deep underlying causes in a way that is easily comprehensible

to the lay reader. As an individual reads a news article, the war frame helps the issue
be understood as a clear cut fight in which there is a beginning and end, attainable
objectives, an enemy, and good and evil. Second, security is a useful frame that tries
to keep Mexico’s problem on the Mexican side of the border. In portraying the fight
as Mexico’s problem, and not a transnational issue in which both sides are complicit
in creating, feelings of distinction and nationalism are exacerbated. A further
division is drawn and the reader in the United States is much more likely to feel that

all is need to solve the problem is to keep the problem on the Mexican side of the
border. With this interpretation, actions such as sending National Guard troops to
the border and building a fence across the border suddenly seem more justified.
54 “Framing, Agenda Setting and Priming”
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Because the media has constructed this security and war framework, policy makers
are more likely to use militarized options and these options are more likely to be
understood and accepted by the public. I will elaborate further on this in the
following chapter and provide analyses of articles that show the frames | have
discussed.

Conclusions

The coverage of war on drugs contains various media constructs that

journalists feel help to consolidate and streamline the information conveyed.
Agenda setting sheds the light on the issue and brings the issue into the
consciousness of the public and policy makers. Not only that, but agenda setting can
also help to guide the path of discourse by highlighting certain information and
leaving out other information. The media is integral in threat legitimation. Because
threats are not inherent but rather social realities, the media is instrumental in
legitimating the threat of the war on drugs. Finally, once the issue has been brought
to light, and a threat has been legitimated, the media frames stories in a certain way
in order to play to the audience’s prior mental constructs.
In the next chapter, I will elaborate on the uses of various frames that serve
to intensify nationalistic sentiments.

I will do so by analyzing several articles that

contain these frames, and | will show what role this has in the portrayal of Mexico.
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Chapter 4: Article Analysis

The media play a large role in the framing of an issue or event. It can bias the
event with certain coverage of events or certain interviews. With this in mind, it is

important to consider how the media has framed the drug-related violence in
Mexico and to what extent this could affect the perception of Mexico. In the
following pages I will begin with a non-statistical quantitative analysis of articles
published during both the Pre-Calderén and Calderon periods in order to identify

broad frames throughout the articles. This analysis will also serve to show a change
in the number of articles published during both periods using key terms such as
“drug war.” This demonstrates the media’s role in amplification of the drug war
narrative. I will then qualitatively analyze articles written in U.S. and Mexican
newspapers to identify frames that have been constructed. While I read many more
articles than I discuss, I chose to further analyze certain articles because I feel they
are the most representative. There are articles not specifically cited but that are still
included in the bibliography because they helped me form my arguments about
broad themes and frames contained in many articles. I will look qualitatively at the
words, interviews and structures used in the articles to see how the media is

covering the drug-related violence in Mexico. The first frame | will discuss is the
frame of “out of control violence.” Then, I will discuss the frame of “spillover
violence.” After this discussion, I will use city pairs of newspapers (San
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Diego/Tijuana and El Paso/Ciudad Juarez) to analyze the coverage of events by the
U.S. and Mexican media that occurred in each city pair. From this | will highlight the
differences between the two and the frames they employ in portraying the event. By
employing the methods outlined above, we can have a more complete
understanding of the coverage of the war on drugs.

Increase in Coverage
As has been covered, drug-related violence in Mexico has increased

dramatically since the beginning of Calderon’s war on drugs. It makes sense that the
amount of coverage of violence would increase accordingly. My research shows that
the coverage did, as expected, increase. But what exactly does this increase show us?
It could be argued that the print media is merely following or reflecting the current
state of events. I will argue however that the increase in coverage using terms such
as “drug war,”

ne

“violence,” and “security” guide and frame the discussion of the

events. Increasingly, these terms are being put into minds of the readers. | am
limiting the time period of my searches from January 1, 2000 to January 31, 2011,
and I will divide this period into two distinct periods: pre-Calderén and Calderon.
The pre-Calderon period will last from January 1, 2000 till December 1, 2006, the
day that Calderon assumed office. The Calderon period will encompass the time
period after that date to January 31, 2011. Because the time periods are clearly
unequal, I will divide the number of articles by the number of months in the time

period thus giving us a rate of articles per month. This will help us judge the relative
amount and frequency of articles thereby giving us an accurate basis of comparison.
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I ran searches for key terms including drug, violence, drug war, in both the preCalderén era and Calderon era in the newspapers outlined in my methodology
section: the New York Times, the Washington Post, the El Paso Times, and the San
Diego Union-Tribune.

Drug war and Mexico
First, I searched the terms “drug war” and “Mexico” in all the English
language newspapers for both the pre-Calderon period, from January 1, 2000 to

December 1, 2006, and for the Calderén period, from December 1, 2006 to January
31, 2011. During the Pre-Calderdn period in the New York Times this searched
returned 69 results, less than an article a month or .97 articles per month. The same
search in the Washington Post returned 54 results, .76 articles per month. The San
Diego Union-Tribune returned 183 results, 2.6 articles per month. Finally, the E/ Paso

Times returned 27 results, .38 articles per month.
I searched the same terms, “drug war” and “Mexico”, in the same newspapers
for the Calderon period, from December 1, 2006 to January 31, 2011. The New York
Times published 182 articles containing these terms, 3.64 articles per month, an
increase of 2.67 articles per month. The Washington Post published 141 articles,
2.82 article per month, an increase of 2.1 articles per month. The San Diego UnionTribune published 105 articles, or 2.1 articles per month, a decrease of .5 articles per
month. The El Paso Times published 575 articles, 11.5 articles a month, a dramatic

increase of 11.12 articles per month. These results are summarized in the following
table:
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"Mexico" and “drug” and “Violence”
aang Els

;

Articles in Pre-

Articles during

Change between

Calderon Period

Calderon Period

periods

PerMonth

Per Month

| Per Month

Total

Total

New York Times
Washington Post

0.97
0.76

69
54

3.64
2.82

182
141

+2.67
+2.10

San Diego Union-Tribune

2.60

183

2.10

105

-0.50

El Paso Times

0.83

27

11.50

575

+11.12

In addition to “drug war” and “Mexico”, | also searched the basic, and less
specific terms of “Mexico”, “drug” and “violence”, my logic being that any article
about the drug-related violence in Mexico would include all three of these terms.
When I searched the terms “Mexico”, “Drug”, and “Violence” in the New York Times
during the pre-Calderén period, the database returned 372 articles. That means that
the New York Times published 5.2 articles a month that contained these terms. The
Washington Post published 348 articles during the time period or 4.9 articles per
month. The El Paso Times published 161 articles or 2.3 articles per month. The San
Diego Union-Tribune published 588 articles or 8.3 articles per month.
I ran the same search for the Calderén period. The New York Times published
408 results or 8.2 articles a month, an increase of 3 articles a month. The

Washington Post published 433 or 8.7 per month, an increase of 3.8 articles per
month. The El Paso Times published 1612 or 32.2 per month, an increase of 29.9
articles per month. The San Diego
Union-Tribune published 391 or 7.8 a month, a decrease of 0.5 articles per month.
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New York Times
Washington Post
San Diego Union-Tribune

El Paso Times

Articles in Pre-

Articles during

Change between

Calderon Period
Per Month — Total

Calderon Period
PerMonth
Total

periods
Per Month

5.2
4.9
8.3

372
348
588

8.2
8.7
7.8

408
433
391

+3.0
+3.8
-0.5

2.3

161

32.2

1612

+29.9

These numbers paint an interesting story of the pattern of violence. First, the
two national newspapers, the New York Times and the Washington Post, reported
moderate increases of articles in line with the increase in the amount of violence

along the border. This is to be expected. What is more interesting is the slight
decrease in articles from the San Diego Union-Tribune and the dramatic increase in
articles in the El Paso Times. First, the slight decrease in articles from the Union-

Tribune reflects the arc of violence in the state of Chihuahua, and especially the city
of Tijuana. Tijuana found itself immersed in drug-related violence before Calderén
assumed power, and was surely one of the reasons that Calderon decided to declare
a war on drugs. According to data from the Mexican Government, the peak of
murders associated with organized crime during the Calderon presidency steadily
increased until it peaked at the end of 2008. Since then, the violence in Tijuana has

receded.°° There is also anecdotal evidence of the arc of violence in Tijuana. The Los
Angeles Times reported this past year in an article titled “Tijuana club scene revs up
as drug-war fears ease” that “Four months after the capture of the notorious crime
boss Teodoro Garcia Simental, this border city is showing glimpses of its old, vibrant

self.” It goes on to report that while homicides are still occurring steadily the

55 Presidencia de México, "Gobierno Federal | Presidencia De La Reptblica | México | Voceria De
Seguridad," 24 March 2011
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“beheadings, massacres and dissolution of victims in lye that were Garcia's
terrorizing trademark have largely stopped.”°¢ The San Diego Union-Tribune
coverage reflects this arc accordingly and explains why there was a drop in coverage
over the Calderén period. While murders are still occurring, they are not occurring
in the same egregious manner or frequency as happened earlier thereby not
garnering as much attention from the press.
While the violence in Tijuana may have receded for the time being, the
violence in Ciudad Juarez is continuing at an unprecedented pace since the
explosion of violence unleashed by the declaration of war on the drug cartels. The E/
Paso Times has covered this increase in violence extensively and this is reflected in

the amount of articles written about the violence. The dramatic increase in articles
shows the increased concern about the drug war. The increase in articles is by far
the most striking increase of all the papers analyzed. This concern about the
violence in Mexico is not just hype. There has been a real and dramatic increase in
the amount of violence in Ciudad Juarez. According to government statistics in
Mexico, since December of 2006 to December of 2010, there were 6,437 homicides
related to organized crime in Ciudad Juarez. According to the same database there
were 34,550 organized crime related homicides in the country as a whole during the
same period. That means that 19% of all homicides during this period occurred in
Ciudad Juarez.5”

56 Richard Marosi, “Tijuana club scene revs up as drug-war fears ease,” Los Angeles Times, 8 May

2010
57 Presidencia de México, "Gobierno Federal | Presidencia De La Republica | México | Voceria De
Seguridad," 24 March 2011.
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The numbers of articles published by newspapers do correspond to the cycle
of violence within their respective domains. Both the E/ Paso Times and the San
Diego Union-Tribune published articles corresponding with the amount of violence
in their area. The New York Times and Washington Post both published articles that
reflected the rise in violence across the United States, not just in Ciudad Juarez or
Tijuana. It is clear that the number of articles covering violence in Mexico has risen,
some places more dramatically than others. This is significant in quantifying how
much the drug-related violence in Mexico has affected the perception and portrayal
of Mexico in the United States. As more coverage of Mexico concerns the drug war,
Mexico is increasingly portrayed as a violence-stricken place, and less emphasis is

put on other aspects of Mexico. What this may do is make the public more likely to
associate Mexico with drugs and violence thereby lowering its opinion of Mexico
and its people.
The increase of the specific use of the term “drug war’ is also significant. This
signifies the framing of the drug-related violence as a war. | have previously
discussed the weight and influence this word has on the minds of the public. War
evokes feelings of nationalism and patriotism, and serves as a condensation symbol
that helps the public to simplify and condense a complex issue into easy to
understand terms.°8 Because the term “drug war” has increased so dramatically, so
too, to be sure, has the public consciousness of the “war” in Mexico. Needless to say,
this phenomenon would have a great impact on how the policy debates concerning
Mexico including border security, immigration, and drug policy will play out in the

58 “Rhetoric in the War on Drugs”
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future. However, this just shows a broad increase in the coverage of the war on
drugs. In the following I will discuss specific frames that have been employed in this

coverage.

“Out of Control” violence

Increasingly in the print media of the United States, Mexico is being portrayed
as a country whose government is desperately fighting to maintain control while
being besieged by rampant violence from the drug cartels. The print media has used
the frame of “out of control violence” in many articles covering the drug war in

Mexico. One effect of this frame is that Mexico is further separated and
differentiated from the United States. The media is using agenda setting to
emphasize the violent acts in Mexico. In doing so, not only is this violence being

brought to the mind of the reader, but the reader is reminded that the United States
is not experiencing such violence. Such portrayals also serve to delegitimize the
Mexican state. If a country is portrayed as being besieged by uncontrolled violence,
it is hard to see this state as an economic or diplomatic equal. This could create a
sense of superiority in readers in the United States. To support this assertion, I look
at national newspapers that have nationwide readership. Nationally read
newspapers such as the Washington Post and the New York Times play a large role in
setting the agenda of the national discourse. For this reason, understanding what is
contained in articles by these newspapers is crucial in understanding how the drug
war has been framed.
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Many of the stories covering drug war in Mexico that use the frame of “out of
control violence” focus on egregious acts of violence such as beheadings and

executions. One such article in the Washington Post that I feel well represents this
type of coverage is titled “Mexico’s drug violence claims hundreds of lives in five
days”.5? The headline alone sets the tone of out of control violence in Mexico. The
first three paragraphs of the article discuss the violence and the various ways the

violence is occurring. In the third paragraph we see the following line: “The string of
grisly attacks since Thursday has included the execution-style killing of 19 drug
addicts in a rehabilitation clinic and several assaults targeting police, including an
ambush this week that killed 12 federal officers.” This paragraph and the preceding
paragraphs echo the “string of violence” that is occurring in Mexico, thereby further
reinforcing the image in the mind of the reader. The article continues to list and

describe various other killings and the amount of violence in Mexico. It reports that:
The Mexican newspapers that keep running tallies of drug-related violence
reported last week that a record was set when 85 people died in a 24-hour
period, topping the previous record from November 2008, when 58 were killed
over a similar period. But the pace of killing quickened. On Monday, E/
Universal newspaper reported that 96 people in seven states died, and another
record was set.
These paragraphs again use a series of number and statistics in which there is an
increasing amount of violence. This frame of out of control violence could serve to
further emphasize the growing threat and amount of violence in the mind of the
reader creating an image of Mexico in which violence is spiraling out of control.

59 William Booth, “Mexico's drug violence claims hundreds of lives in five days,” Washington Post, 16
June 2010.
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The article also deals with an attack on a drug rehabilitation clinic in which
19 people were killed “execution style.” In reporting on this attack, the article
includes a phone call that one of the teenagers killed managed to make before the
shooting. In the phone call the teenager calls his mother shouting, “Mommy, they've
come to kill us!” The inclusion of this quote is used to humanize the victims killed in
order to garner a stronger emotional reaction so that it is not just a string of cold

statistics. Upon reading this quote, feelings of pity and shock are elicited from the
reader.
The last four paragraphs of the article describe other killings that happened
in Mexico: two attacks killing 15 federal officers, an ambush killing 12 and
wounding 8, and a prison fight between rival gangs in which 29 were killed. That
last line of the article reminds the reader of the consistent violence in Ciudad Juarez:
“In Ciudad Juarez, across the border from El Paso, seven or eight people are killed
in drug-related violence every day, often garnering only a few paragraphs in the
local newspapers. Almost 1,200 people have died in Juarez this year.” All of this
paints a grim picture of Mexico and the drug-related violence that is occurring there.
Nearly every paragraph in the article tells of another killing or massacre, and the
article makes it even more striking by limiting the time period to five days. The
reader can only imagine what the rest of the days are like in Mexico if in five days

hundreds are killed.
The quotes used in this article are also telling. The only people quoted are the
teenager screaming to his mother before being killed in a rehabilitation clinic and
President Felipe Calderon. Calderon defends the fight against the drug cartels and
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condemns the “barbaric acts,” but he also blamed the United States for the drug

problem Mexico is facing. The article reprints a quote from Calderon that was
published as an editorial in papers all over Mexico. Calderon says “the origin of
our violence problem begins with the fact that Mexico is located next to the country

that has the highest levels of drug consumption in the world. It is as if our neighbor
were the biggest drug addict in the world." On the surface this may seem innocuous

enough, but upon deeper inspection one could easily extrapolate two things that this
article is trying to accomplish: one, that the article wants to show that Mexico is
undergoing unchecked violence, and two that the government of Mexico blames the
U.S. for it. While the U.S. is most certainly not the only cause of the violence in
Mexico, it does have a large part in it. More importantly than a fair assessment of the
blame, however, is that the Mexican government is blaming the United States. This
pits the Mexican government against the U.S. government and could foment

defensive feelings of nationalism in the U.S. readers. The Washington Post is not the
only paper that has portrayed Mexico as being a place of out of control violence. The
New York Times, too, has published articles that portray Mexico in this way.
In the article “Memos From Mexico Describe a Drug War Spiraling Out of
Control,” the New York Times describes the content contained in diplomatic cables
released by Wikileaks.®° First, the headline sets the tone for the rest of the article.
“Drug war spiraling out of control” is a consistent theme throughout several of the
articles | have read, including the article by the Washington Post previously

60 Elisabeth Malkin, “Memos From Mexico Describe a Drug War Spiraling Out of Control,” New York
Times, 4 December 2010.
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discussed. The first paragraph of the “Memos from Mexico” article is perhaps the

most poignant. It reads as follows:
More than a year ago -- before drug cartels killed a gubernatorial candidate
and began murdering mayors, before shootings and kidnappings in Mexico's
industrial capital, Monterrey, surged to the point that the State Department
ordered children of American diplomats there to leave the country -- a
Mexican official admitted that the government feared it could lose control of
parts of the nation.

This paragraph sets up a striking contrast between the current situation and the
situation a year ago. The paragraph seems to say that even before the situation in
Mexico got really bad, government officials in Mexico were thinking that they could
lose control. The effect of this contrast is that if the officials were scared of losing
control before the death of a gubernatorial candidate and before children of
American diplomats were leaving the country, then after all these occurrences the
Mexican government must surely have lost control already. While not explicitly
stated, the inference that the Mexican government has lost control over Mexican
territory is implicitly expressed in the paragraph.
This frame is not contained solely to the first paragraph however. The article
quotes Carlos Pascual, the American ambassador to Mexico, as saying that Mexican
officials were concerned with “losing certain regions” and that the drug war “is
damaging Mexico's international reputation, hurting foreign investment, and leading
to a sense of government impotence.” The article also reports that in the cables

leaked, a Mexican official said, “We have 18 months and if we do not produce a
tangible success that is recognizable to the Mexican people, it will be difficult to
sustain the confrontation into the next administration." The inclusion of these two
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quotes enhances the perception that Mexico’s control is slipping and that there is a
possibility that the Mexican government would give up the drug war, implicitly
giving control to the drug cartels.
The rest of the article details the conflicts and disagreements between the
Mexican and U.S. governments over the prosecution of the drug war. The article
describes how “the unguarded criticisms in the diplomatic cables have roused
prickly nationalist sensibilities in Mexico” and that the Mexican government has said
that the cables “reflect some deplorable practices from the point of view of respect
that should prevail between nations that collaborate for common objectives.” Finally,

at the end of the article, American embassy officials are quoted as criticizing the
Mexican army’s ineptitude concerning a specific incident in which it failed to
capture a major drug trafficker, Arturo Beltran Leyva. Again, the United States and
Mexico are pitted against one another.

In an example of a nationalistic portrayal, the article almost exclusively
details Mexican failures in the prosecution of the drug war, and expresses little, if
any, criticism towards the United States. In doing this, the media is setting the

agenda that Mexico has largely failed in the war on drugs and that the U.S. having
some success despite the ineffectiveness of the Mexicans. In fact, there are two

mentions of American involvement in the drug war, and both are positive indicating
a nationalist sentiment. The first describes the U.S. involvement as follows: “The
United States government provides Mexico with intelligence to pinpoint where top
drug lords are hiding out, trains elite troops, and American officials discuss strategy
to try to quell the violence in Ciudad Juarez, which has become ground zero in the
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drug war.” The tone of this quote is generally positive and by using phrases such as
“pinpointing” drug lords, and “training elite troops”, the article paints a picture of
sophistication, efficiency and effectiveness. The following paragraph, however, says
how the Mexican “military, the police and prosecutors are not up to the task.” Again
we can see an ambiguity as to who the enemy is for the United States. Is the enemy
the Mexicans because of their inefficiency? Or is the enemy the drug cartels?
The second instance is in the final few paragraphs. The next to last paragraph
is probably the most indicative:
The United States Embassy initially told the army where Mr. Beltran Leyva
was hiding out, but the army did not act. The embassy then told the navy, and

an elite American-trained unit moved into action. Mr. Beltran Leyva escaped
the first navy raid, but the embassy several days later located him ina
apartment complex in Cuernavaca, about 50 miles south of Mexico City. The
navy unit moved in and killed him when he refused to surrender.

Again, the article paints a portrait of American effectiveness in spite of Mexican
ineffectiveness. The unit that finally succeeded in locating and killing Beltran was an
“elite American-trained” unit. This further draws the contrast between American

and Mexican responses to fighting the drug cartels.

This article could further a negative portrayal of Mexico by creating the
perception that the problem is only on the Mexican side of the border, and the
Mexican authorities unable to contain or control the problem. It also seems to
further the perception that the only effective responses have been U.S. led or backed.
The contrast between the two could be a reflection of nationalistic pride on the
American side of the border, and the Mexican backlash against criticism from the
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United States could entrench nationalistic sentiments in Mexico and create a greater
divide between the two countries.

Framing and bias are not limited to the United States and criticism flows both
ways. The United States criticizes Mexico for their ineffective response and the loss
of control on their territory. Mexican newspapers, though, when talking about the
war on drugs, almost always assert that the United States is the root cause of the
problem, and thus frames the war on drugs to their advantage. The following
contains many quotes from Spanish language newspapers. | will provide my own
translations of the quotations and provide the original Spanish in the footnote.

An editorial in El Universal says that:
The US. society is the one that provides money to the drug-trafficking mafias
by buying their merchandise, and additionally they recycle part of that
money upon selling them arms and equipment that they use in their war.
Also they are the ones that sell arms to the Mexican government in order to

sustain this fight on our territory.®!

In other words, El Universal is claiming that the United States is supplying both sides
of the war on drugs: the cartels with money by buying drugs in the United States,
and the Mexican government by selling them armaments. This means that the
United States is the driving and sustaining force in the war on drugs, and, by
inference, Mexico is fighting a battle created by the United States. The article goes on
to claim that while the United States has said that it shares responsibility for the war,
itis not doing enough to help Mexico in its fight and that it is only fair that the

61 “La tragedia de Ciudad Juarez,” Editorial, El Universal, 9 January 2011
“La sociedad estadounidense es la que provee de dinero a las mafias de narcotraficantes al
comprarles la mercancia, y ademas ellos reciclan parte de ese dinero al venderles las armas y equipos
que usan en su guerra. También ellos son los que venden las armas al gobierno de México para que
sostenga esta lucha en nuestro territorio.”
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Americans “be participants in the necessary actions to rescue Mexico from the
infernal violence that we live.” However, according to the article, Americans often
only “they often only adopt pontific poses in order to criticize the ‘corrupt Mexicans’

and we see those attitude daily and they offend us deeply.”® It is clear from these
couple of paragraphs that El Universal is not only not satisfied with the role the
United States is playing in the drug war, but also that they are explicitly criticizing
the United States’ use of such language. E/ Universal sees that the United States is
trying to pass the blame for their role in creating the drug-related violence.
This article also highlights the divide between Mexican and American
political sentiments. On one hand, from the Mexican point of view, the Americans

seem to be blaming the drug-related violence solely on the “corrupt Mexicans” and
their inefficiency and ineffectiveness. One the other hand, the Mexicans are
confronting the Americans’ use of such rhetoric and are challenging them to take a
more active role and accept the U.S.’s complicity in the drug war. Pontificating is not
enough for the Mexicans; concrete action is wanted.
In another editorial, El Universal expresses similar sentiments that the United

States is not doing enough, or the right things, to combat drug trafficking:
There are no deals to abate the consumption of drugs - origin of the
economic cycle that gives life to the phenomenon - ; there are no advances on
money laundering in the banking system; nothing is known of detentions of
important U.S. leaders or of policemen or others corrupt officials while drugs
flow uncontrolled through the veins of that country; increasingly "black

62 Ibid. “sean participes en las acciones necesarias para rescatar a México de la violencia infernal que
vivimos”

63 Ibid.
“adoptan con frecuencia poses pontificias para criticar a “los corruptos mexicanos”, y esas actitudes
las vemos de diario y nos ofenden profundamente.”
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holes" in internal security are documented, which are outside of any control
by Mexico.®4
El Universal is insisting that a large part of the problem needs to be solved on the
United States’ side of the border, and that the United States is only concerned with
keeping the fight in Mexico. While the United States has claimed partial
responsibility for the problem of drug trafficking, it is lacking in the response

required on its own territory. Again, the separation between Mexico and the United
States is highlighted, and the paper is explicitly mentioning the demand problem
coming from the United States. In contrast to the previous article from El Universal,
this article is calling for the United States to look at its own “corrupt officials.” E/
Universal is changing the dynamic and going on the offensive against the United
States in these articles in order to frame the war in their way.
El Norte, another flagship paper based out of Monterry, Mexico, echoes many

of the same sentiments that the United States wants to keep the fight against drug
trafficking in other countries without having to address the root cause of drug
trafficking that exists in the United States. E/ Norte, at the beginning of the drug war,
ran an editorial that claimed:
The government of the United States not only doesn’t try to lessen the
consumption of drugs among its population, but also, with the war installed
in source countries or countries that are on the route of the drug trafficker, it
achieves that the price of drugs go up and that enormous source of income

64 “BU, narcos y terrorismo,” Editorial, E/ Universal, 10 February 2011.
“No hay compromisos para abatir el consumo de estupefacientes —origen del circuito econdmico
que da vida al fendmeno—-; no hay avances en lavado de dinero en su sistema bancario; no se sabe de
detenciones de grandes capos estadounidenses 0 de policfas o funcionarios corruptos mientras la
droga fluye sin control por las venas de aquel pais; cada vez se documentan alla mas “hoyos negros”
en materia de seguridad interna, ajenos a cualquier control de México.”
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increases, without there being any political expenditure by the government,
nor without the bloody facts on their on territory.®
Again, one can plainly see that this article is dissatisfied with the response by the
United States government. It asserts, again, that the United States wants to keep the

war on drug trafficking in Mexico, and does not want the “bloody incidences” on its
own territory. ®® The United States government, according to E/ Norte, “refuses to

reconsider the paradigms and prefers to keep blaming the Mexicans.” A strong
sentiment in many of the articles | read was one of indignation and anger towards
the United States that it was not adequately addressing the problems that it has

caused. In framing the war in this way, the Mexican print media is creating a
national discourse that criticizes United States’ role in the drug war. While this
feeling is contained to the context of newspapers, and whether or not it is an
accurate reflection of Mexican society as a whole, it at least signifies that there is a
national discourse about these problems, and that at least some Mexicans share the
feeling.
In sum, what the language in these articles shows us is that on both sides of
the border one country is blaming the other to some extent. Both the Mexican and
U.S. press are engaging in a discourse that expresses nationalistic feelings. The
United States seems to think that Mexican corruption and ineffectiveness is
65 “Guerra al narcotraficante,” Editorial, El Norte (Monterrey), 6 October 2007.
“el gobierno de Estados
poblaci6n, sino que con
logra que el precio de la
un desgaste politico del

Unidos no solo no pretende disminuir el consumo de la droga entre su
la guerra instalada en los pafses proveedores 0 que son ruta del narcotrafico
droga aumente y esa enorme fuente de ingresos se incremente, sin que haya
gobierno ni existan hechos cruentos en su propio territorio”

66 Ibid
“hechos cruentos”
67 Santiago Roel, “Paradigma errado,” El Norte (Monterrey), 2 May 2010.
“se niega a reconsiderar los paradigmas y prefiere seguir culpando a los mexicanos.”
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hindering progress and that Mexico is to blame for the current apparent failure of
the fight against drug cartels. It furthers this image of ineffectiveness by portraying

Mexico as a country in which there is rampant and unchecked violence. Mexico, on
the other hand, is convinced that if it were not for the overwhelming demand of
drugs and arms sales in the United States, there would not be as many problems. For
that reason, Mexico feels that the United States should do more on its side of the
border to combat drug trafficking and only then can the drug war be won. By
looking at both the U.S. and Mexican coverage of this war, we can see that they both
frame the discussion in order to portray the war in their favor.

Spillover Violence
One of the main concerns that has been discussed by the national press and
politicians has been the chance of spillover violence from Mexico into the United
States. All the English-language newspapers that I searched used the keyword
“spillover” in multiple articles. Some of the articles described government officials’
concerns about the possibility of spillover violence. In other articles, the
newspapers reported that the possibility of spillover violence was not as great as
many portrayed it to be. Still, agenda setting has placed the frame of spillover

violence in the mind of the reader.
The terms “Spillover” and “Mexico” were searched in all the English-language
newspapers mentioned in my methodology section, namely the Washington Post,
the New York Times, the El Paso Times, and the San Diego Union-Tribune. The
number of articles in the searches and when the articles were published are telling.

Before Calderén took power, out of the four newspapers, there was one article
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containing both terms. In this article, in the Washington Post, the author describes a
plan to limit immigration and drug smuggling. The possibility ofa spillover of
violence was not mentioned. After Calder6n took power, however, articles that did

mention of spillover of violence began to appear: twenty times in the New York
Times, eighteen times in the Washington Post, three times in the San Diego UnionTribune, and 111 times in the El Paso Times. Of course, the numerical distribution of
instances is salient becaue the E/ Paso Times has many more articles discussing the

possibility of spillover than the other papers. This fact is a reflection of the
unfortunate reality of violence in Ciudad Juarez. El Paso is closer to the violence than
the other newspapers and its coverage will be impacted accordingly. What the
appearance of the term “spillover violence” indicates, though, is the construction of
anew frame.
Now, I will look at articles that discussed the concerns of spillover violence.

The concern over spillover violence has increased steadily since the beginning of the
drug war. In an interview in 2007 after an incident in Sonora in which twenty-four
people were killed in a firefight, the then governor of Arizona, Janet Napolitano, was
quoted as saying “I hope it is an anomaly, but I think if it is our goal to have the
safest part of the U.S.-Mexican border, then you can’t presume it’s an anomaly.”8
Three years later, the current governor of Arizona, Jan Brewer, addressed the same
violence. The event that she referred to was the death ofa Border Patrol agent
named Brian Terry who was shot and killed in a gunfight along the Mexican border.
Governor Brewer was quoted as saying “Although we needed no reminder of the
68 Randal Archibold, “Arizona-Mexico Discussion Focuses on Border Violence,” New York Times, 16
June 2007.
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ever increasing dangers along our southern border, this tragedy serves as stark
notice that the threats facing all who serve in protecting our state and nation are
real, and are increasing on a daily basis.”6? When comparing these two statements, it

is apparent that the concern of spillover violence is greater in Governor Brewer's
statement. Napolitano was hoping that the violence she was referring to was just an
“anomaly, while Brewer is sure of the ever-increasing threat on a “daily basis.”

In discussion of this possibility government officials have used the war
paradigm previously discussed.

In January of 2009 the New York Times reported

that Michael Chertoff, the Secretary of Homeland Security in the Bush
administration, said the United States had developed “for a ‘surge’ of civilian and
perhaps even military law enforcement should the bloodshed spread across the

border.” Perhaps what is most outstanding in this quote is the use of the term
“surge.” This term gained notoriety after the United States decided to increase troop
levels in Iraq in order to gain control of a deteriorating security situation. When

thinking of a “surge,” one cannot help but think of the strategy used in Iraq in 2007.
While the likelihood of spillover violence may be relatively low, the
perception that spillover violence is a strong possibility and that a warlike response
may be necessary is created by government officials and reported and amplified by

major newspapers. The fact that these possibilities are being discussed in national
fora, no matter how remote or contrary to reality, is in and of itself significant. As

discussed previously, the war paradigm is a strong condensation symbol that helps
people synthesize complex issues.

69 Marc Lacey, “Border Patrol Agent Dies in Shootout in Arizona,” New York Times, 16 December
2010.
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Newspapers have also responsibly discussed the opposing side of this issue:
that the specter of spillover violence from Mexico is largely overblown. In an article

titled “Drug violence more hype than reality,” the Arizona Daily Star interviewed 10
law enforcement officials in southern Arizona. The consensus reached by the
officials was “If you're not a criminal, you don't need to worry about the muchdiscussed spillover of violent crime from Mexico's drug wars.” 7° The other
newspapers also ran articles claiming essentially the same: the concern about
spillover violence is overblown.’7! Newspapers have to be commended for running
these articles and looking at the facts of the situation. However, one article that
looks honestly at the situation is often stifled by the many more articles citing
government officials that openly worry about spillover violence.

City Pair: El Paso/Ciudad Juarez
“Border Patrol agents cannot confront a group of people crossing our border
illegally with a handshake and a smile.”72
On June 7‘, 2010 a Mexican teenager named Sergio Adrian Hernandez
Guereca was shot and killed by a United States Border Patrol agent after having
thrown rocks at the agent. Immediately, there was outrage and calls for justice from

the Mexican population and officials. Felipe Calderon, citing the incident as a
70 Tim Steller and Brady McCombs, “Drug violence spillover more hype than reality,” Arizona Daily
Star, 26 April 2009.
71 Randal C Archibold, “In Border Violence, Perception is Greater than Crime Statistics,” New York
Times, 20 June 2010.
Robinson, Eugene. “Border Insecurities.” Washington Post4 May 2010.

72 Padilla, Ignacio. “Mexico must police its side of the border.” Op-Ed. El Paso Times. 20 June 2010.

63

broader trend, said “We are worried by the surge of violence against Mexicans,
which is also associated with the recent rise of anti-immigrant and anti-Mexican
expressions in the United States.”73 Amnesty International also condemned the
Border Patrol agent’s actions saying that the shooting was “a grossly
disproportionate response and flies in the face of international standards that
compel police to use firearms only as a last resort, in response to an immediate,
deadly threat that cannot be contained through lesser means.”74
Law enforcement and other officials defended the actions of the Border
Patrol agent. T.J. Bonner, the president of the union representing Border Patrol
agents, said the rock throwing was a “deadly force encounter, one that justifies the
use of deadly force.”’5 US officials also assert that Hernandez used his youth to work
as a coyote smuggling immigrants across the border so that he could only be

prosecuted as a minor.76
The investigation is still ongoing and the facts are still being determined, but
the press on both sides of the border are portraying the incident in very distinct
ways. El Mexicano, a Mexican daily in Ciudad Juarez, has run several articles
decrying the action of the Border Patrol agent and has used strong language to
describe the incident. In nearly every article about the incident E/ Mexicano has used

73 Valdez, Diana W. "Mexican President Felipe Calderon Urges U.S. Probe of Border Deaths." El Paso
Times 10 June 2010.
74 Daniel Borrunda and Maggie Ybarra, “US Officials: Youth shot by Border Patrol agent had record as
a smuggler,” El Paso Times, 10 June 2010
75 Olivia Torres and Christopher Sherman, “Mexico anger high as US Border Patrol agent kills teen,”
El Paso Times, 9 June 2010.

76 “YS Officials: Youth Shot had record as a smuggler”
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the verb “asesinar” to describe how Hernandez was killed.”7787 “Asesinar” can most
directly be translated into English as the word “murder” and connotes
premeditation and malicious intent. In addition to this strong language, E/ Mexicano
portrayed Hernandez as an innocent youth who studied and worked hard but was
murdered by the Border Patrol.8°
The El Paso Times has portrayed the incident in a different manner running

an article that described Hernandez as a smuggler. The headline of the article read
“US Officials: Youth shot by Border Patrol agent had record as a smuggler.”81
Immediately several things stand out about this headline. First, the £7 Paso Times

uses the word “shot” and not “killed” or “murdered” like the articles from E/
Mexicano. Second, the word “smuggler” was used. While the rest of the article only
alleges that Hernandez worked as a coyote helping immigrants across the border,
the headline leaves what was actually being smuggled to the reader, be it drugs or
humans. Articles in the El Paso Times also tended to include a more balanced
reporting of the incident allowing agents and officials to explain mitigating factors
such as rock attacks being deadly force and the shot being fired while trying to
apprehend immigrants crossing the border.82

77 “Agentes fronterizos acudieron ante la presencia de ilegales en la zona: FBI,” El Mexicano, 9 June
2010

78 “Esconden a agente de la Border Patrol que maté a menor,” El Mexicano, 12 June 2010

79
80
81
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“Sergio, trabajaba y estudiaba prepa,” El Mexicano, 9 June 2010.
“Sergio, trabajaba y estudiaba prepa”
“Youth shot had record as a smuggler”
Daniel Borrunda and Maggie Ybarra, "Mexico blasts shooting. Rock throwing led to teenager's

death, US says,” El Paso Times, 9 June 2010.
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City Pair: San Diego/Tijuana
“{ just don't think kids should be going to Tijuana right now’®3
On May 9, 2009 four young people were found dead in a van parked in
Tijuana. They had gone to a party in Tijuana and were killed that weekend.

According to the San-Diego Union Tribune the bodies were found with head wounds
and three of the four had been strangled. The motive for the killing was unclear but
it was supposed that it was related to one of the victim’s friends who was in jail.
Because the victims were U.S. citizens killed in Mexico, this provides an interesting
contrast to the previous article in which the victim was a Mexican citizen killed in

the United States. The contrast can be seen in the difference of the amount of
coverage in the San Diego Union-Tribune and the Sol de Tijuana and the differences

in the words used and interviews chosen.
First, El Sol de Tijuana has surprisingly little coverage about this incident. In
the only article that reports on the incident, E/ Sol de Tijuana published an article of

only 179 words.®4 In contrast the San Diego Union-Tribune’s article covering the
same incident totaled 532 words. This tells us that the Union-Tribune placed far
more importance on the event than did El Sol. In addition to this, the Union-Tribune
quoted several people throughout the article, whereas E! Sol only presented a dry
reporting of the facts without quotes. What this shows is a clear difference in the
importance both papers placed on the event. The difference in importance seems to

83 Sandra Dibble and Pauline Repard, "Four Who Went to Party in Tijuana Found Dead -

SignOnSanDiego.com," Signonsandiego.com, 13 May 2009.

84 “Identifican a cuatro jovenes asesinados,” El Sol de Tijuana, 14 May 2009.
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highlight the sympathies both papers have. It does not seem to matter to the
Mexican paper that four young people from the United States were killed, while in
the article about Sergio Hernandez, E] Mexicano wrote several articles with a tone of
anger and disbelief. The Union-Tribune article, however, emphasizes the dangerous
nature of Tijuana and seems to criticize Mexico. Through the distinctions in
coverage, we can see that the papers are still defending their home nations, and of
course, in doing so, selling more papers.
The Union-Tribune uses several quotes throughout the article that criticize
the security situation in Mexico. One parent says “In Tijuana, the violence is terrible.

If you party over there, you don't know who those people are. That's why I don't let
my son go over there.” Another parent is quoted as saying “I just don't think kids
should be going to Tijuana right now. They ran into the wrong people, obviously.”
Again, Mexico is being portrayed as a country that is ravaged by unchecked violence
that has little rule of law. One of the quotes in the article seems to drive home this
criticism. A Chula Vista police officer is quoted as having said “How often do you
have a quadruple murder? If that happened here, there would be an outrage.” This
quote implies that Mexico is not outraged by the murder, and that the situation in
Mexico is such that a quadruple murder would go unnoticed. This article is another
example of nationalistic tendencies in both the American and Mexican press.
Because of these tendencies, a further distinction is drawn between Mexico and the

United States and provokes more nationalistic sentiments in the readership of the

newspapers.
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conclusions
An analysis of the articles published in the U.S. and Mexican print media

oxhibit several salient frames. The qualitative analysis of articles, in their structure
and content, shows that the Mexican print media is engaging in a blame game
against the U.S. in orde to portray the drug war more favorably for Mexico. The U.S.

print media has portrayed Mexico as a country with inefficient police and justice
systems that is suffering from out of control violence. Both Mexico and the United

states print media have used frames to show that the failures in the drug war are

the other country’s problem. The U.S. media has also covered stories in which highlevel U.S. officials cite the threat of spillover violence. Using the frame of “spillover
violence” has furthered the perception that Mexico is a security threat to the United
States. This phenomenon could help to explain the recent emphasis on border

security and the militarization of the border as a way to protect the United States
from an “invasion.” In framing the coverage of the drug war in these ways, the U.S.
and Mexican print media have created a biased national discourse in both countries
that only serves to assign fault to the other country. Doing so is not helpful in
developing a solution, but rather heightens nationalist rhetoric and further clouds
an already complex debate.
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Chapter 5
Conclusion: Implications for U.S. Drug, Security, and Immigration Policy
The U.S. print media has helped to propagate a nationalist feeling in the
United States vis-a-vis the drug war in Mexico. Through framing the issue as a war,
and played on security concerns, the print media has exacerbated the already

growing concern in the U.S. about the violence in Mexico and created the image that
Mexico is under siege and on the brink of losing control. This image that has been
fomented could have wide-ranging implications in the U.S. policy realm and in the
following paragraphs I will outline what some of these implications could be in the

realms of U.S. drug, security and immigration policy as they relate to Mexico.
Unfortunately, the implications of this image seem to be grim. First, in the
arena of drug policy, it is likely that the United States will continue to fund and
support a militarized approach to combating drug trafficking. The White House Czar
on drug policy, Gil Kerlikowske, made a statement that “Regardless of how you try
to explain to people it's a 'war on drugs' or a ‘war on a product,’ people see a war as
a war on them. We're not at war with people in this country.”®> This statement is
interesting for a couple of reasons. First, it signals rhetorically that the Obama

administration is shifting the U.S. position on the war on drugs, however gradually.
85 Gary Fields, “White House Czar Calls for End to ‘War on Drugs’,” The Wall Street Journal, 14 May

2009.
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This might include programs that focus on drug rehabilitation in the United States
and that shift foreign aid to Mexico to focus on economic development and
institution building. This, however, is yet to be seen and it is not certain that rhetoric
will translate into policy. The second reason why the statement above by
Kerlikowske is worth pointing out is that he highlights that the U.S. is not at war
with “people in this country” (emphasis added). However innocent this may seem, it
draws a dividing line between the people in the United States and people in other
countries. It seems to signal that the United States is still at war with people from
other countries, i.e. Mexico. Even though Kerlikowske may have the best intentions
in this statement, it still seems to signal that we are still helping prosecute a drug
war in other countries. Regardless, a sole statement by the White House Drug Czar
has not helped the portrayal of Mexico’s fight against the drug cartels as a “war.” The
war narrative and nationalistic overtones are still very much present in the print
media.

Furthermore, because of the war mentality that has been instilled in the

American consciousness, the possibility that the United States stops funding violent
means to curb the drug trade looks like a “retreat.” A retreat is not palatable to many
legislators and it is therefore unlikely that the current trajectory will be changed.
The good vs. evil mentality that the term “war” incites is not constructive in trying to
address the problem of drug use and drug trafficking. Only through a radical
rebranding of U.S. drug policy will the underlying causes of the drug war, such as
demand in the United States, be eradicated.
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Security policy is another area in which the current trajectory is unlikely to
change in the near future. Mexico has been portrayed as a country on the brink of

collapse and the specter of spillover violence is ever present according to the print
media and policy makers’ account of the situation. Politicians on both sides of the
aisle and the president have highlighted the importance of border security and this
discourse has been reflected in the media. In May of 2010 the New York Times
reported that “President Obama will send up to 1,200 National Guard troops to the
Southwest border and seek increased spending on law enforcement there to combat
drug smuggling after demands from Republican and Democratic lawmakers that
border security be tightened.”8¢ The current trend seems to be a growing emphasis
on increasing security along the border, the logic being that drugs, violence, and
immigrants, cannot enter the country if our border is “secure.” This does not take
into account the economic repercussions of tighter border security due to increased
transportation costs from Mexico into the United States. As border security is
tightened, more inspections of cars and trucks coming across the border will be
required thus causing a slowdown

in economic activity. The slowdowns of economic

activity due to border security were painfully evident in the aftermath of September
11, Edward Alden, in his book Closing of the American Border describes border
situation post 9/11:
Mexico's president, Vicente Fox, called the economic aftermath of 9/11
‘cataclysmic’ for Mexico. The border slowdowns rippled throughout the
country, leading to layoffs in agriculture and manufacturing. The drop in
tourist travel from Canada and the United States was similarly devastating.
Mexico's economy, which had grown by more than 6

percent in 2000 and

86 Randal C. Archibold, “Obama to Send Up to 1,200 Troops to Border,” New York Times, 25 May 2010.
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was forecast by the International Monetary Fund to keep growing at more
than 4 percent annually, instead shrunk in 2001 and barely recovered in
2002.87
As security becomes tighter, trade may slow down. Policy makers will have to
balance security concerns with economic concerns. As it is, security concerns from

Mexico have started to become more evident and therefore could possibly take
precedent over a slowdown in trade.
Because of both the nationalist themes that run throughout the coverage of

Mexico, and the increased emphasis on security, it is likely that politicians will
continue to call for increased security along the Mexico-U.S. border. While this could
be considered justifiable policy in light of the violence in Mexico, the U.S. media is
continuing to sustain and encourage public support of the politicians’ calls for
stricter border security. Because security is being portrayed through a nationalist

lens in which the United States is concerned with keeping an invading force at bay,
policies that strengthen border security will be supported.
The last area that I would like to comment on is the area of immigration
policy. In this area too a broad trend can be seen towards tightening immigration
and keeping Mexican immigrants from crossing the border. This has been seen in
the particularly vitriolic campaign rhetoric of the last congressional elections. One
example of this is a campaign ad that Republican senator David Vitter from

87 Edward H. Alden, The Closing of the American Border: Terrorism, Immigration, and Security since
9/11, New York, NY: Harper, 2008, Kindle, Location 858-866.
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Louisiana ran against his opponent Charlie Melancon.®8 In the video, a group of
Mexicans dressed in clothing that seems to suggest they are in gangs, crosses
through a fence. After crossing, they are handed a check and escorted away ina
limousine. This is all seemingly because of Melancon’s relaxed stance towards

immigration. The ad ends with the voice over saying “It’s no wonder illegals keep
coming, and coming, and coming...” This campaign tactic seemed to work, or at least
not harm Vitter enough to cause him to lose the race. Beyond the questionable

appearance of the Hispanics in the video, and the absurdity that immigrants are
crossing a fence into Louisiana despite the fact Louisiana is not a border state, the
principal message of the ad was to reinforce the notion of an unchecked flow of
immigrants. Another example of anti-immigrant sentiment, is a recent lawsuit by
the Arizonan government against the United States government calling, among
other things, for the U.S. government “to protect Arizona against ‘invasion.’”®? In the

same article, Jan Brewer, the governor of Arizona was quoted as saying “The first
and foremost issue we're facing right now is the security, safety and welfare of our
citizens. The federal government needs to step up and do their job.” By calling for
protection against an invasion and then citing that the primary concern of Arizona is

the security of its citizens, Brewer seems to be implying that immigrants are putting
Arizonan citizens in danger. This seems to be a common theme among many of

88 David Vitter, “Welcome Prize,” 6 October 2010, Online video clip, YouTube.com,
<http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=9uvp0Jljh6U&feature=player_embedded>
89 Alla Rau, and Ginger Rough, "Arizona Sues Feds over Immigration Issues," USA Today, 11 February
2011.
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Brewer’s statements including a completely unfounded claim in which she was
concerned about the “beheadings” happening in the Arizona desert.”
As drug-related violence continues in Mexico, it is likely that anti-immigrant
sentiment will also increase. Because immigrants in Mexico are inherently
connected by proximity with the drug-related violence in Mexico, it is not a large
logical leap to say that immigrants are trafficking drugs. Indeed, that claim has been
made. Jan Brewer was quoted as saying about illegal immigrants that “we all know

that the majority of the people that are coming to Arizona and trespassing are now
becoming drug mules.”?! Unfounded statements like this only serve to spread
disinformation, especially when coming from the governor’s office of a state.
Moreover, in light of legislative failures related to immigration such as the recent
failure of the DREAM Acct, the chances of a bill supporting immigration passing in the
current legislative climate are slim. The media has done a fairly good job of

disproving many of the erroneous claims made by politicians, however many of the
articles published continue the nationalistic mindset that pits “us” vs. “them”, that is
the U.S. vs. Mexico. This narrative has served to demonize and delegitimize Mexico
and its efforts in combating the drug trade.
In sum, the frames that are used throughout articles in the U.S. print media
have helped to consolidate a public opinion that is negative towards Mexico, and by
association Mexicans and Mexican immigrants. Because of the “war” mentality and

99 Dennis Welch, “County Coroners Can’t Back Brewer's Beheadings Claim,” The Arizona Guardian, 30
June 2010.
91 "Arizona's Brewer: Most Illegal Immigrants Are ‘drug Mules' - CNN," Cnn.com, 25 June 2010.
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>
the strict division of the border, Mexico is seen as an enemy even though the real
enemies are the transnational drug cartels. While the United States may talk about

increasing border security to keep violence and other unwanted entities out of the
United States, the problem must be faced on both sides of the border with increased

cooperation from both the United States and Mexico. Media framing of the war on

drugs has magnified these sentiments. A war mentality has not worked in years past
and has only served to exacerbate underlying prejudices and biases. What is needed

a sober debate about the best way forward by looking at the facts and causes of the
problems. Media framing oversimplifies the complexity of the drug trade and
organized crime. Instead of providing unbiased reporting of the facts, the media has

amplified and expanded the drug war narrative, which may hinder the development
ofa solution or sensible policy. Political rhetoric by politicians can be dangerous
enough. Combining the politicians’ rhetorical narrative with a media that

disseminates and amplifies this narrative is a perilous prospect.
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